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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

I) H Responsive to communication(s) filed on 13 April 1999 . 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)IEl This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fomnal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
closed in accordance with the practice under Expa/te Quayle, 1935 CD. 11. 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) M Claim(s) 1^22 is/are pending in the application. 
4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-22 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

1 0)13 The drawing(s) filed on #3 Aoril 1999 is/are: a)l3 accepted or b)\3 objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

I I) n The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)n approved b)^ disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

1 3) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)nAII b)n Some*c)n None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 
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1. Claims 5-7 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, 
as containing subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art 
to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, 
to make and/or use the invention. In the claims, the applicant 
refers to a '^third device". However, nowhere in the 
specification is the ^^third device" defined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for 
paLnf bt anoSer ?iled in the United States before the invention thereof 

Ty the applicant for patent, or on an ^^^^^ , ^PP^^'a^ 17 

,,L has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) or 
Section Ifuc] ot ^his t?tle before the invention thereof by the applicant 

for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American 
Inventors Protection Act of 1999 (AIPA) do not apply to the 
examination of this application as the application being 
examined was not (1) filed on or after November 29, 2000, or (2) 
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voluntarily published under 35 U.S.C. 122(b). Therefore, this 
application is examined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the 
amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)), 



2. Claim 12 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Kalmanek (US 6,324,279). 

Regarding claim 12, Kalmanek teaches a method and apparatus 
an edge router / combination of edge router and telephony 
interface unit (fig.^ 1 box 120 170, col. 4 line 66 - col. 5 line 
8) . The edge router comprises a first communication channel, the 
first communication channel capable of coupling the edge router 
in communication with at least one H.323 device (fig. 1 
connection from box 120 to 190) ; a second communication channel, 
the second channel couples the edge router with a packet-based 
network, the edge router having an IP address (fig. 1 box 
col. A^JA nes 50 - 57 ) , a memory including call state information 
(col. 4 lines 9 - 17, col. 5 lines 45 - 53). The system also 
includes a processor for processing communications (fig. 1 box 
170, col. 5 lines 45 - 53) . AlthougK ^^ite ^ two devices 

to perform the limitations listed in claim 12, the edge router 
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of the applicant and the combination of edge router and 
telephony interface unit o^^4?Kite>are functionally equivalent. 




Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 - 3, 9, 11, 16, and 20-21 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over White (US 6,069,890), 
and further in view of applicant's admitted prior art. 

Regarding claims 1, 16, and 20, White teaches a method and 
apparatus for supporting a call from a first device (fig. 4 box 
100) to a second device (fig. 4 box 118) . The system is 
responsive to receiving a first admission request on the first 
device (fig. 4 box 100, 102, 104, col. 8 lines 21 - 43, fig. 5 
box 130), and transmits a second admission request to the second 
device (fig. 5 box 144, 148) . After the second admission 
request, the second device informs the first device that the 
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call may proceed (fig. 5 box 150 158) . The system also stores 
and updates call state information on the first device (billing 
information, equipment usage, col. 9 line 65 - col. 10 line 20). 

White is silent on the H.323 standard for video, or 
multimedia communications over packet-switched networks. 

The applicant's admitted prior art teaches that 
International Telecommunications Union (ITU) has promulgated a 
number of different standards for telecommunications and H.323 
standard uses ITU standards for encoding, transmitting, and 
decoding audio, video, data, and control information (col. 2 
lines 6-11) . 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, having both White and applicant's admitted 
prior art before him/her and with the teachings [a] as shown by 
White, a method for delivering voice over the internet, and [b] 
as shown by applicant's admitted prior art, the H.323 standard 
uses ITU standards for encoding, transmitting, and decoding 
audio, video, data, and control information, to be motivated to 
modify the system of White by using H.323 standardized equipmen 
for the gateways, routers, and necessary equipment in the LEC. 
(Benefit) This would improve the system since it is desirable t 
develop a system to conform to commonly accepted standards. In 
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this way, the system of White would be compatible with other 
user systems. 

Regarding claim 2, all the limitations are met in claim 1 
except receiving the status request. The status request could be 
viewed as the process of determining if the second device is 
busy. This function is performed by the combination of White and 
the applicant's admitted prior art (White: fig. 5 box 150). 

Regarding claim 3, responsive to the receiving response, 
transmitting the response from the first device to the H.323 
terminal. This process is obvious in the algorithm of White 
(White: fig. 5 box 158 160) . 

Regarding claim 9 and 21, the combination of White and the 
applicant's admitted prior art teaches IP addresses and address 
translation (White: fig. 7 box 202, col. 10 line 66 - col. 11 
line 11) . 

Regarding claim 11, call state information includes one of 
call state, bandwidth authorized amount, bandwidth usage, 
ringing status, call timer, call start time, and a list of open 
logical channels (White: billing information, equipment usage, 
col. 9 line 65 - col. 10 line 20). 



3. Claims 10/22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of White and applicant's 
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admitted prior art as applied to claims 1/20 above, and further 

in view of Newton. 

Regarding claim 22, the combination of White and 
applicant's admitted prior art is silent on the use of proxy 



servers 



Newton teaches a proxy server may be used to allocate a few 
IP addresses to many users and proxy servers provide security by 
replacing calls to insecure systems (Newton: pg. 606 - 607) . 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, having both the combination of White and 
applicant's admitted prior art and Newton before him/her and 
with the teachings [a] as shown by the combination of White and 
applicant's admitted prior art, method for delivering voice over 
the internet that conforms to the H.323 standard, and [b] as 
shown by Newton, a proxy server may be used to allocate a few IP 
addresses to many users and proxy servers provide security by 
replacing calls to insecure systems, to be motivated to modify 
the system of the combination of White and applicant's admitted 
prior art by attaching proxy servers to the edge routers. This 
is cost effective since multiple users can be supported on a 
single IP address and in addition proxy servers improve 
security. 
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Regarding claim 10, translating packets using the proxy 
server (Newton: allocating IP resources, pg. 606 - 607) , 



4. Claim 4, 8, and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over the combination of White and 
applicant's admitted prior art as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Kalmanek (US 6,324,279). 

Regarding claim 4, the combination of White and applicant's 
admitted prior art is silent on where the state information 
should be stored. 

Kalmanek teaches storing the state information only in the 
edge routers and the end-points that are directly involved in 
the call (col. 1 lines 55 - 67, col. 4 lines 9 - 17, col. 7 
lines 36 - 51, col. 9 line 62 - col. 10 line 5). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, having both the combination of White and 
applicant's admitted prior art and Kalmanek before him/her and 
with the teachings [a] as shown by the combination of White and 
applicant's admitted prior art, a method for delivering voice 
over the internet that conforms to the H.323 standard, and [b] 
as shown by Kalmanek, to store state information only in the 
edge routers and the end-points that are directly involved in 
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the call, to be motivated to modify the system of the 
combination of White and applicant's admitted prior art by 
storing state information only in the edge routers and the end- 
points that are directly involved in the call. This modification 
can be performed in software. This would improve the system 
since if a gate controller should fail after a call has been 
established, the call can be maintained (Kalmanek: col. 9 line 
62 - col, 10 line 5) . 

Regarding claims 17 - 19, the modified gateway is produced 
by moving the storage of the call state information to the edge 
router. The call state information is maintained at the edge 
router for the duration of the call. 

Regarding claim 8, the gate controller acts as a simple 
transaction receiver and consequently does not store billing 
information (Kalmanek: col. 7 lines 36 - 51). Since the call is 
maintained even during a gate controller failure, the billing 
information is maintained. 

5. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kalmanek as applied to claim 12 above, and 
further in view of Newton. 

Regarding claim 13, Kalmanek teaches NAT protocol for 
translating a packet received over the first communication 
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channel and routing the packet onto the packet based network and 
translating a packet received over the second communication 
channel (col. 48 lines 28 - 35, (note ER = network edge device 
fig. 1 box 120, 121), col. 4 line 66 - col. 5 line 8). 

However, Kalmanek is silent on the use of proxy servers. 

Newton teaches a proxy server may be used to allocate a few 
IP addresses to many users and proxy servers provide security by 
replacing calls to insecure systems (Newton: pg, 606 - 607) . 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, having both Kalmanek and Newton before him/her 
and with the teachings [a] as shown by Kalmanek, an edge router 
for facilitating communication between two separate networks 
over the internet, and [b] as shown by Newton, a proxy server 
may be used to allocate a few IP addresses to many users and 
proxy servers provide security by replacing calls to insecure 
systems, to be motivated to modify the system of Kalmanek by 
attaching proxy servers to the edge routers. This is cost 
effective since multiple users can be supported on a single IP 
address and in addition proxy servers improve security. 

Regarding claim 14, all the limitations are found in claims 
12 and 13. 
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Regarding claim 15, in addition to the limitations listed 
in claim 14, it is obvious to once skilled in the art that cache 
is used in memory. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Ronald 
Abelson whose telephone number is (703) 306-5622. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be 
reached on (703) 308-5340. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
are (703) 872-9314 for regular communications and (703) 872-9314 
for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status 
of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-9500. 



Conclusion 



Ronald Abelson 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2663 



June 12, 



2002 
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